we make use of this discipline in our classroom instruction, we risk shutting our students off from a rich source of meaningful inquiry. I think it is a fair judgment to make that typical school lessons in language are not generally characterized by a spirit of inquiry.
Grammatical unitswhen they are ellat attempted by the English teacher today are invested with an aura of certitude that belies the rich complexity of the language they purport to describe. We have for years been disillusioned by our students' confusion over the traditional definitions of parts of speech and functional use of sentence elements, a confusion that is seldom cleared up by subsequent reviews. We usually infer that The act of discovery, the sense of ad.renture, the satisfaction of original observationall these ate too often elements missing in our classrooms. We need to become involved with our students in making serious inquiry into the The second stage of the proposed procedure challenges the class to develop rules by which the acceptable sentences are produced and the unacceptable ones blocked. Finally, the rules developed are applied to a wider range of more complicated sentences to determine whether they hold up as they have been written.
If the rules do not hold up, of course, they need to be revised, if possible.
JOURNAL
Once inquiry into a discipline is undertaken, I think there arc numerous side effects that take placemost of them, if not all, for thc good. Students w(prking with the placement rule for not, for example, can apply other transformations at the same timc. Such experimentation oftcn reveals thc importance of thc order which thc rules of a grammar must follow. Suppose that in the data for the not placement rule wc had included the sentence, Mary does not understand the lesson.
What is the passive form for this sentence) The grammatical problem involved here is that of dealing with the form does. This element has entered the sentence as a result of the process that places not in its proper position. The passive transformation needs to be applied before the placement rule for not is applied, producing then the form,
The lesson is not understood by Mary. Thus, the three-step procedure suggested here is a way of solving the sorts of problems that the grammar itself is able to pose, for a discipline, in addition to being a way of knowing, or perhaps because it is a way of knowing, is also a way of asking questions. The intellectual process that the student is being asked to reconstruct is much like the one that the linguist follows: (1) the careful observation of behavioral changes in real sentences; (2) an attempt to account for these changes by constructing rulesin effect the formulation of a hypothesis; and (3) the verification of the hypothetical formulation by its applicability to other linguistic datathat is, by its ability to predict the grammaticality of other structures in the language. This is, in short, the process of theory construction and validation. And it is in this sense that I take Jerome Bruner's observation to Examining thc contcnt of the discipline seems to mc to be a more fruitful way to decide upon uses of transformational grammar. The preliminary task that the curriculum maker needs to complete would be to examine the structure of a transformational grammar to identify the key concepts this structure contains and to establish the relations that exist among them. That English, any natural language, is systematic and therefore characterizable by a system of rules seems incontrovertible. As Chomsky points out,
The central fact to which any significant linguistic theory must address itself is this: a mature speaker can produce a new sentence of his language on the appropriate occasion, and other speakers can understand it immediately, though it is equally new to them. . . . On the basis of a limited experience with the data of speech, each normal human has developed for himself a thorough competence in his native language. This competence can be represented, to an as yet undetermined extent, as a system of rules that we can call the gravnnar of his language.3 Now a grammar can concentrate on sentences in several ways. It can consider the sentence primarily as a sequence of sounds or charactersthat is, the form of the sentence, or utterance, is all important. Of course, this is the stated concernand limitationof the structural linguist. Or a grammar can conskier thc sentence as the expression of a thought and try to discover how it is that a sentence expresses its thought. To some extent the traditional grammarian has been interested in this problem. A third approach, that of the transformationalist, is an expanded combination of the first two approaches. Thus a grammar might undertake to explain (1) how a sentence expresses its meaning, (2) how the sentence assumes the form it has, and (3) how its meaning and form arc To understand them, however, and we understand them effortlessly, we have learned to supply certain elements and to rearrange certain others. Take, for example, the sentence,
The checkered flag signaled the end of the MCC.
What do we understand the subject of this sentence really to be? Ostensibly, it is flag. But would we want to ascribe a
The transformational model of generative grammor consists of two major components. The first is a set of Base Rules that produce the deep structure of a sentence, which reveals how the various elements of the sentence are grammatically related to one another.
It is the deep structure that enables us to impose a semantic interpretation upon the sentence. The second component is a set of Transformational Rules that act upon the deep structure to provide the surface structure of the sentence, the actual sounds we utter or the characters we see in print.
This relationship between deep structure and surface structure appears to be a concept of central importance in the structure of a transformational grammar of English. Other important relationships are those between grammatical and deviant sentences; competence and performance; acceptable and unacceptable; and grammatical, deviant, acceptable, and unacceptable sentences. The explanatory power of the relationship between deep structure and surface structure is suggested in the following schema, which provides another way of considering the entire language arts curriculum. Strategy D. The general theme of the final strategy runs something like this: "Languagc is beautiful. IVhy can't we accept it in all its beauty instead of picking it to pieces and then re-assembling it.
I'm afraid that a rigorous study of our language will simply result in shutting US off from the beauty of Englishlike missing the forest because of the trees."
Objections made against a rigorous study of language arc much like those levied against the literary critic who advocates close reading of the text. The fear is that, if made rigorous, such study is no longer enjoyable. Lct mc close with a thought from Robert Penn Warren on this possibility: 1 know perfectly well that there arc some readers of poetry who object to JOURNAL this process. They say that it is a profanation, that they simply want to enjoy the poem. We all want to cnjoy the poem. And wc can bc comforted by the fact that the poem, if it is a truc poem, will, like the baby's poor kitty-cat, survive all thc pinching and prodding and squeezing which love will lavish upon it.
It will have ninc lives too. Further, and more importantly, the perfect intuitive and immediate grasp of a poem in the totality of its meaning and structurethe thing wc desiremay come late rather than earlyon the fiftieth reading rather than on the first.4
4 "The Themes of Robert Frost," in Selected Essays (New York: Random House, 1958) , p.
